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RB MARKS 

Fo date the b\aromu has not indicated that thu subject matter ol the mtormdti on 
disclosure statement (IDS > filed Octobei 20tV> has bt*cn proper h eonsrdcred \ eop\ 
ot sue h IDS is submitted herewith it the i \ amines tequtres additional copies oi din 
refcitnccts) applicant m\ nt*s the £ vimmei to contact the undersized Documentation 
5ii the file urappu of the instant application ^infirming the fvimmer s consideration ot 
the apptopuate teieiencets) is tespeetiuHv tequested 

(he i xaminer has i ejected Claims i-o, 8-14 and 41 undei iil S( 

102(c) as bttny anticipated h\ \dam tt at d s Publication \o 2002 O'to'Uf- \ \\ } 
Furthei the FXamtner hds i ejected Claims 7 and 42 under >^ I S C UHfa) as being 
unpatentable over \dam m \it\s of \moiu ct al (I S Patent \o (><)]<) sOh in 
addition the ! xammt'i has reacted Claims 1 s-2 1 2>-^2 and 40 undet I S( 10>(a) 
as bernii unpatentable o\ ei \dam \ppitcant respecttuik dtsavnees v ith such rejections, 
espeualh m <■ ie\\ ot the amendments made hereinabove to some ot the indqiuiduu 
claims SpeuiiCallv, applicant has amended some the independent claims to at least 
substaMralK include the subieU matter offoimet dependent ( laim 2 ct <t1 

\\ ith tespeet to the independent Claims > i and 12 the \ \ammet has relied on tht 
ioliowiiHf exceipt irom {!k \dam icietcnee to male a puot ait shoeing oi applicant s 
claimed iecoidms> uses actions taken b\ a U;>er as part of the transaction ' (see this ot 
similar, but tint neccssarth identical language in the independent claims) SpeuticalK 
tlie t- \diiunej has stated that \dam teaches iecordjim> j ojjgmal submission of bill ot 
materials tor later use. 
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a bid date, a bid type, a 
ser." (Paragraph 0003 - 

Applicant respectful i\ disagrees and asserts that the excerpt from Adam relied 
upon b> the i\aminer meteh discloses 'teceivmg bill of material specification 
information from a usci anu comparing the root- i\cd lull of matetial specification 
information u tth pre-stored bill of matt-tiai infounation" (emphasis added) Howe\ ei, 
the mere disclosure of recetsina and eotnpasmg a bill of material specification 
tnfotmation from a usu simpl\ far Is to e\ett suggtst teeordtng uset actions taken b\ a 
user as part of the ttansaction emphasis added) as claimed b\ applicant In addition 
the above excerpt fiom \dam onh duckies "taxing u»cr mfoimation" and " v pie-stored 
bill oi material mfoirndttorf where such infounation includes 1 & quote name a bid date 
fete | " Cleaih such information relates to information submitted b\ the usei and not to 
Recording usei actions taken b\ a user as part of the transaction ' (emphasis added), as 
claimed. 

Ftnthet tn the Office \ctsoti mailed 1 1 02/2000 the I Aammer lias argued on the 
bottom of Page i } to the top of Page 14 that 'the submission ot identification 
information is in fact a user actum and therefore a leeotd of information submitted bs the 
user is essentialK the same as a record of actions taken " In addition, the I xammes has 
argued that '{.tjhe action m tins case ks the submission of tnfotmation * and that *[a]u\ 
other "actions/' would need to be explicitly claimed.' 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's argument and asserts that 
the action of submitting information, as argued by the Examiner, is not recorded in 
Adam Adam only discloses "saving user information. . . [to allow] users to. . . select a 
previously submitted bill" and "pre-stored bill of material information" where such 
information includes- "3 quote name., a bid date, a bid type, a reference number, or the 
name of a user" (see Paragraph 0003). Clearly, the only data recorded in Adam is 
information submitted by the user, which is not the same as "a record of actions taken." 
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as the i Xammer notes fhus, Vdam simply fails to meet applicant's claimed ' recording 
usci actions taken by a usu as pan of thi ttansaetion " ^ emphasis added), as claimed 

Further, with icspeet to the independent t tanns 33, and 42, the Exammet has 
failed to make a speailc ptiot art showing oi applicant's claimed "avoiding s\ stem 
actions taken h\ a svstem in lesponse to the information and the ilsci actions in order to 
generate results as past of the ttansaainn," but instead has onh genciaSh stated that 
Adam discloses such claim language (.see this or Similar, but not necessaiily identical 
language in the independent claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that Adam does not even suggest "recording system 
actions taken by a system in response to the information and the user actions in order to 
generate results as part of the transaction." as applicant specifically claims. In particular, 
Adam only discloses "saving user information" and ''pre-stored bill of material 
information" (see Paragraph 0003 ). Clearly such information does not even suggest 
recording any sort of system actions, let alone where such "'system actions [are] taken by 
a system in response to the information and the user actions in order to generate results as 
part of the transaction'" ( emphasis added), as claimed. 

in addition, with respect to the independent Claim 41, the Examiner has relied on 
Paragraphs 0020, and 0028-0043, along with Figures 4-16 from the Adam reference, at 
least in part to make a prior an showing of applicant's claimed technique ''wherein the 
transaction pattern includes: creation and actions associated with forms presented in a 
web-interface with which a user submits information, ...[and] navigation of the user 
within the ©-commerce process."' 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpts and figures from Adam relied 
upon by the Examiner merely disclose that "if the user indicates that the project is not 
new, sm;erJ2..thejir^ and retrieves J.04. a 

selected project from a database resident on server 12" (Paragraph 0028 - emphasis 
added). Further, Figures 4- 1 6 in Adam generally disclose embodiments of various pages 
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such as 'f Kj 5 j which] shows an exemplars embodiment of an \cidto Bit! of Material 
paue , as depicted in screen shot 2 In ■which su^ u 12 displays when Add to Riil of 
Material button W> in HG 4 is selected U'aiagiaph 0050 emphasis added) In 
addition, Warn discloses that "HO I ^ shows an exemplars embodiment of a recalled 
foil of mateual page as depicted m sueen shot 41 0 vxfoih includes a foil of mateual 
information aiea I 12 thai in turn includes a tt\ 1st*! name, a tc\ ssion date a ie\ ision 
number, a placet name, a purchase ouici number, a u cation date and <i lekrenec 
number ( Paragraph 0042 emphasis added) 

1 lo\\e\ a, \dam\s mete disciosuie that the sen er recej\ e,s information from the 
usci and ECttfexes a selected pioject fiom the database fails to teach a technique whcicm 
die transaction pattern includes creation and actions associated with forms presented in u 
web-mtciface with which a use: submits information, fand] na\ Ration ot the usci 
within the e-commeice process' (emphasis added i, m the manna as claimed h\ 
applicant f urthei. Adam discloses an \dd to Bill of Mateual pavre which die serser 
displavs when Add to Bill ot Mateual button is selected and a recalled bdl of material 
page including bdl of mateual mfoimatsort, both of which fad to teach a technique 
'wherein die tr ansae tioii pattern includes creation and actions associated with forms 
presented m a web-interface w ith which a user submits information jandj nawg.atum 
ot the usci vuthm the c~eommerce ptoeess" {emphasis added), in the mantlet as claimed 
bs applicant ClearK, the mere disclosure ol recalled bill ol material paye, and 
displaying a page when a button is selected, as in Adam, simply fails to suggest that "the 
t^j;l.^ctiofv.pattevn includes: creation, and actions, associ a ted witli forms [and] 
navigation of the user " (emphasis added), in the manner as claimed by applicant. 

With respect to the 102 rejection, the Examiner is reminded that a claim is 
anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found., either 
expressly or inherently described in a single prior art reference J 'erdegaal Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. Of Cat/forma, Z14 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
Moreover, the identical invention, .must be shown in as complete detail as contained in the 
claim. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor CoMS F.2d 1226, 1236, 9USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. 
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Oir. l°8o) The elements must be arranged as required by the claim This criterion has 
simply not been met by the abo\ e reference, as noted above 

With respect to the 103 rejection, the Examiner is reminded that in order to 
establish a pi >ttKi Un ft.' else oi ob\ fonsness ihiee basic intend must be met hist, theie 
must be some suggestion oi motivation eirhci in the idctences themsehes or m the 
knowledge guieralh available t<> one of nun nan. skill in the an, to moJiiN the iden.net' 
oi to combine t defence teachings Second theie must be a ieasonable expectation of 
success Fmaltv, the piios art i defence <oi lefetcnee-s when combined} must teach ot 
suggest ail the eiatm limitations T he teaching ot suggestion to mai e the claimed 
combination and the seasonable expectation of success must both be found m the ptfot ati 
and not based on applicant's disclosute hue I'.h^Ml F 2d 4^S 20 I M>02d 14^8 
0Fed.Cir.1991). 

\\ ith lespect to the fust element of the puma facie case of ob\ lousness and, in 
particular, the ob\ loudness of combining the Adam and Arnold lefeienees, the Fxamiuei 
argues that it would has e been obs ious- 'to include these steps to the disclosure of Warn 
so that users can see the particular \endors that provided each of the patttculat materials 
on the bill and jt]heid\>ie if a one particular item on the bill was insufficient the user 
will know the supplier ftom winch ft oi ruinated " To the eontiarv applicant icspectfulK 
asseits that it would not hav e been obv sous to combine the teachings oi the Adam and 
Arnold references, especially in view of the vast evidence to the contrary. 

For example, Adam relates to saving and recalling bill of materia! information, 
while Arnold relates to tracking the puichase of a ptoduct and smie-es oser the internet 
i o sitnpb glean features from a ss stem for sa\ trig and recalling bill of mateual 
infounatjnu, such as that oj \dam, and combine the same with the iton-ufhih^on^ <>i ' of 
a ssstem for tiaekingthe pm chase of a product and sei vices oxer the Internet such as th.it 
of Arnold would smtpiv be lmpiopei In particular, Ulam's sauug and recalling bill of 
material information pun ides the option oi letueung a pre-stoied bill of matenal while 
Arnold discloses ebtablisltinti and maintaining a vuiuai outlet ("YO") relationship on the 
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Internet between an entity that controls and manages a Web site... and a merchant that 
controls and manages a different Web site where to the customer, "in order to reiy on a 
reference as a basts for rejection of an applicant's invention, the reference must either be 
in the ileid of applicant's endeavor or. if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular 
problem with which the inventor was concerned." in re Oetiker, 977 F\2d 1443. 1 446.. 24 
USPQ2d 1443, M45 (Fed. Cir. \W2) See also En re Deminskl 7% F 2d 436, 230 USPQ 
3 S3 (Fed Cir. 1086): in re Clay, 06f F 2d 656, o59„ 23 USPQ2d 1058, 10*0-61 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). in view of the vastly different types of problems a system for saving and 
recajjingbiil of material information addresses as opposed to a system for tracking the 
purchase of a product and services over the internet, the Examiner's proposed 
combination is inappropriate. 

1 urthet applicant respectful l\ disagrees with the £ xammcr s argument that it 
would hd\ e been ub\ rous to mUtuk these steps to the disclostnt. of \dam so that users 
can see the paittculai \cndots that pn>\?deti each of the particular materials ou the bdP 
(emphasis added) Applicant respectfuih assetts that Arnold discloses that v jtjl a 
custotner wishes to pincliase the ptoduct, the cttstomet sunpK selects the imaye of the 
pioduct [such that v. ]hen the intake is selected, the customer computet then temrests 
access to the metdunt \\ eh page |and that ujsfna the me; chant Web pat>e, the customer 
can purchase the product 1 (see Col 5, lines 40-02) Ihus m \moid the usei pui chases 
dneUls front the mci chant, which would not allow usois [toj see the paUtculai sendots 
that provided each of the particular material s on the biir (emphasi s added), as noted by 
the Examiner. 

More importantly, applicant respectfully asserts that the third element of the 
prima juac case of obviousness has also not been met. For example, with respect to 
Claim 42, the Examiner has relied on the following excerpt from the Adam reference to 
make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed "recording actions taken by the system 
which enable a user to access data," and "recording actions enabled by the data to retrieve 
content." 
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\ppltcant tespectfulb asserts that the e\ceipt hom \dam jelled upon bs tijtr 
E > ammer met el\ discloses th u the pse-storcd mlotm Uiou ts stotcd in t d<i\ thase 1 and 
that [I jhe pre-stoied inhumation includes \ annus t\pes ot bili of mateaaS-related 
information (emphasis added) I lowc\ u the mue disclosute that the pre stored 
mioimation includes bill of matetial-reiated tnioimatum asm \darn simpb iadstoexcu 
sujiiiost iccoidmu aaions taken b\ the s\ stem which enable a uset to access data and 

tceoidtng ailions enabled h> the data to ietne\ e content (emphasis added) as claimed 
b\ applicant In audition applicant notes thai the L \armner has aiuued that \uam 
teaches that the 'scisei then fetuses identification inhumation bom the met and 
jetne\ es a selected pt eject ttom a database i evident on [the | sen ei to meet applicant s 
specific Uaun lan^ua^e Applicant tespectiulh disagrees that \ sener luemna 
ml on nation and ictneung a selected pioieet asm \tnold mam wa\ discloses 

ttcoidiiii: actions taken b\ the s\ stem and (tedding actions enabled b\ the data 
(emphasis added), as applicant specifically claims. 

Further with tespect to independent ( laim 42 the Pxaminer has icbcd upon ( ol 
lines 23-37 from Arnold to male a puot art shoving of applicant's claimed "stormy 
the ttansactioii pattern in memors. including storing ie cords iclatirm to the navigation 
of a user during the transaction." 

Applicant icspeclUilh asset ts thdt the exceipl hom Ainold relied upon h\ the 
Fxammer meieh diselo&es that "the eontent-nch site is compensated onl\ when the 
customer that it delixered to the selling sue actuaSh makes a purchase duectb aftu 
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1 inking from the content-rich site" (Col. ,\ lines 3 1 -.">.> - emphasis added} However, 
Arnold's mere disclosure of compensating a site after a customer makes a purchase after 
linking from the site simply fails to even suggest "storing the trajisjctjojtjiatteni in 
memory, including . ..storing records relating to die navigation of a user during the 
transaction " i emphasis added), as claimed by applicant Clearly, compensating for a 
purchase made after directly linking from a site, as in Arnold, fails to suggest "storing 
records durin g the transaction " (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

In addition with tespeu to independent L laim 42, the fxammer appeals to ha\e 
rehed upon Official \otice to make a pnor art showing of applicant s claimed executing 
the transaction pattern to automatically ^atr\ out the transaction upon iecei\ my the uses 
request for the tiansacUon including leeogni^iug a state ot a remote application ' 

Specifically, the Examiner has stated thai it would have been obvious for one of 
ordi nan, skill m the ast at the time the uneimon was made to 'allow the method of Adam 
to determine and seeogmze a xanetv of common application states so that the appropuate 
content can be pul led and oi gantzed from a s as tets of sou* ces and "j i jf the method ot 
Adam did not pet ton n this step than onh some iotmats would he tecogm/ed and 
impoitant data ma\ not be for waded on to the user 

\pplicant iespeetfulh dfsagtees In particular applicant lespectiuib asserts that 
Adam meieh discloses that ' if the user indicates that the ptojeet is not new, sei\ei 12 
then receives identification information horn the use 1 } and ietne\es 104 a selected pioieei 
from a database resident on sej \ ej 1 2 < Pas agi aph 0O2S emphasis added) i 1ms the 
s\ stesn ot Adam would not need to ' recogni/fe] a state of a t emote application, ' m the 
manner as claimed b\ applicant since Warn s selected project is letiie^ ed fiom the 
database after receiving information from the user for a project that is not new. 

Applicant thus formal h requests a specific showing of the subject matter in ALL 
of the claims in any future action. Note excerpt from MPLP below 
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df the applicant naseises such an [Official Notice) assertion the evamuiei should 
ate a tefeienet, m support of his oi lies position * See MPPP 2 M4 U» 

Additionally, with respect to independent Claim 42, the Examiner has relied on 
Paragraph C02S from die \dam tefeience to make a prior ait shovoug of applicant s 
claimed ' executing the transaction pattern to automaticalh cam out the transaction upon 
neeismg the usct nqiast f<n the transaction, including submitting t tainted 
parameters duune the transaction ' 

Applicant respectfulh asserts that the exeeipt from \dam lehed upon bv the 
txamtner metcK discloses that if tht* uset indicates thai the ptojtci is not new sen or 12 
then leeenes identification mfoimation iiom the use; and retneses 104 a selected project 
fiom a database resident on sen or 12" where " [t]ht* pie-stoicd information includes 
\aiiouslspes of hill ol material-related information ' (emphasis added) IhmevOi 
\dam s discloMiie of that the pre-MOjed information includes bill of materia l-i dated 
mfoimation simph fails to esen suggest v executing the transaction pattern to 
automatically cany out the ttansactton upon receiving the uset request foi the tiansacuon, 
including submitting lequiied parameters during the transaction" (emphasis added), tn 
the mannei as claimed b\ applicant Cieaih a bill of mateitai-reSated mfoimation as m 
\dam, simph fails to meet submitting icquued patametets," upon r.cci\ sng the usci 
tequest foi the dansaUion ' m the context as elaimed b\ apphcant 

Aiso v\ith respect to independent Claim 42, tht* i xamuiot has relied on Paragraph 
002S from the \dam tefejence to male a puoi art shoeing of applicant s claimed 
"executing the tiaiisattton pattern to automatically cam out the transaction upon 
seceiung the usei jequest foi the transaction including per foi mint", automatic 
navigation during the transaction." 

Applicant respectfulh asserts that the excerpt tiom \dam relied upon b\ the 
bxammer mt'ielv dksdoses that "if the use* indicates that tht* project is not new senei 12 
then receives identification information from the user and retrieves 104 a selected project 
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from a database resident on seuej 12" (emphasis added) Ho\\e\er, \dam s disclosure 
of reti tc^ ing a project hom a database altei receiving identification information from the 
usei simp)\ fails to meet ' executing the tiansaction pattern to automatical!} C4ii\ out the 
transaction upon tccciun*: the usu tcqucst fox the tiansaction including pcrfoiming 
automatic na\ matron during the transaction' (emphasis added) m the manner as claimed 
b\ appl ream C I ear K , ret! res sng a selected pi oject, as in Adam, fads to meet ' per forming 
automatic navigation," in the manner as claimed by applicant. 

Applicant respectfully asserts that at least the lirst and third elements of ihe prima 
facie case of obviousness have not been met., since there would be not motivation to 
combine the .Adam and Arnold references, and since such prior art references, when 
combined, fail to teach or suggest ajl of the claim limitations, as noted above 

Nevertheless, despite such paramount deficiencies and in the spirit of expediting 
the prosecution of the piesem application, applicant hai luhstanuallv incut pouted the 
subject matter ol Claim 2 U ai into independent L lanns 1 Id, 3 i and -1 1 at least m part 

\\ ith tespeu to the subject mattet of formei ( hum 2 et al [now at least partial^ 
iiiuuporated into independent Claims 1, 10, a 1, and 4 1 ), the IXuminer has it-lied on 
Paragraphs 0uo.> and oo2S from the Adam teference to make a pnoi art showing of 
applicant's claimed technique uheietn the transaction pattern includes a iccotd of 
infos mation submitted b\ a user, usei actions taken b\ the user, s\stem actions taken b\ a 
s\ stem m response to the information and the user actions m uidei to genuate icsuiis 
and the results that aje sent to the user 

\pphcant iespectfulb asseits that the e\cerpts from \dam tehed upon b\ the 
f vammet meteh discloses a *pte-st<ned bill of matettal ' (Patagtaph Ono^ } and that the 
\ei \ ei 12 tiieu iccenes tdentitl nation tnfoimatum fiom the use; and retires es 104 a 
selected piojeet ftom a database icsideut on ser\er 12" (Paiamaph 0028- emphasis 
added) 1 !ovse\ t*i Viatif s disclosing of the set\ et lecotsing identifkation mfonnation 
fiom the usei in oidei to retrieve a selected piojeet fiom a database »?ntply fa?li> to 
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surest a technique wnetem thtr tiansacnon pattern includes a i ccoj d of mibimauon 
submitted b\ a user, usei actions taken bs the usei ssstcm aurons taken bs a s\, stem m 
i espouse to the mfoimatnm and the uset actions in order to genemte iesults, and the 
icsults that ate sent to the user* t emphasis added) as claimed b\ applicant 

further, m the Office \vtion mailed 1 b /( >2 2<M)f>, the bxammei has digued that 
"the submission of identification mfoimation, is m fact a user action and thetefote a 
jecord of mibimatioii submitted b\ the user is essentiaih the same as ,i jecord of actions 
taken" where ' jtjhe action m this case is the sub mission of information' <ind [<t]n\ other 
Jettons ' would need to be explietth claimed 

\ppltcaut respectfully disagtees with the EXaminer s argument, and asserts thai 
the action of submitting mfoimation, as aigued b\ the t \ammei, is not recorded in 
\dam \dam onls discloses ■ vutng usei information (to ailossj users to select a 
prexiousiv submitted btiV and pre-stoied bill of material mfoi matron where such 
information includes "a quote name a. bid date, a bid t\pe, a reierenee number, 01 the 
name of a uses ' (see Paragraph 000?) ( leads the onJv data tecojded in \dam ss 
intbiin.Hion submitted In the user sshich is not the same as \t reeoid of actions tiken," 
us the I Aammer notes Thus, \dam simpb fails to meet applicant's claimed ' reeoid 
of user actions taken In a uset [and] s\ stem actions taken b\ a ss stem m response to 
the tnibtination and die usei actions in order to generate results" (emphasis added) as 
claimed. 

Specifically, applicant respectfully asserts that Adam merely discloses that 
"server 1 2 then recehes identification information from the user and retries es i Ol a 
sekcted project from a database resident on seisei 12' (emphasis added) v\ Inch fails to 
es en suggest that * the transaction parte! n includes usei actions taken In the user" 
{emphasis added), in the manner as claimed b\ applicant ( leails , ie>_eo mg information 
for a user as in \dam, fails to suggest that the 'transaction pattern includes usei 
actions ' (emphasis added) in the maunu as Uaimed bs applicant 
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huther, applicant tespectfulh asserts that \dam meieK discloses that *set\ei 12 
then ieeei\es identification mlbimation fsom the uset and retne^ es 10 i a selected project 
fiom a database i evident on ser ei !2 (emphasis added) which fads to e\ en suggest that 
tht transaction pattern includes s\ stem actions taken b> a s> stem m response 10 the 
information and the user actions ' (emphasis added) in the manner as claimed b\ 
applicant Rowe\ ci Vdarrf s drsciosuic of leech mg snfbi matron fiom the uset, and 
runewng a pioiect fiom d database fads to surest that tin. v tiansaction patti.ui 
includes sweni actions taken bx a system in i espouse to the mtoimation and the usei 
actions < emphasis added) m the mannu as claimed In applicant L leash feUte\iuga 
project from a database as m Adam, fads to meet svstem actions taken bv a svstem tn 
response to the mtoimation and the uset actions ' (emphasis added), rn the mannet as 
claimed by applicant. 

Again, the foregoing anticipation ciiterion has simply not been met by the above 
reference, especially in s iew of the amendments made hereinabove. Thus, a notice of 
allowance or specific prior an showing of each of the foregoing claim elements, in 
combination with the remaining claimed features, is respectfully requested. 

Applicant further notes that the prior art is also deficient with respect to the 
dependent claims 1 01 example with tcspeet to Claim 12, the f \ammet has relied on 
Patagtaph 002S m Adam to mal e a ptiot art showing of applicant s chinned technique 
whetem the execution of the tiau&aeuon pattern m\oi\es automatic navigation during 
the tiansaction ' SpecifiealK the i vnmnei has atgued that m Adam the piesenfment 
of a pre s soush submitted bill of mateital is an automatic na s sgatton of the pje\ious steps 
the ust-i had to poifonn m oidei to genet ate said brll of matenals " 

Applicant tespectfulh disagrees and assetts that Adam onh discloses that 'the 
pre-stoied bill of inatettai is downloaded {see Paragraph 0001) In addition Paiagiaph 
0028 m Adam iciatcs to comparing user provided mtoimation to pre stosed information 
tot cietcnmnmg if a pie-stoied bill ol maierial-i elated rnlormatioi) is associated with such 
usei pun rded mfoimattou Thus, m Adant the pse-stoied bill of material us letucscd \ia 
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a download thereof, which does not suggest that "the executjt>jiof the..^ 

involves automatic navigation during the transaction " (emphasis added), as applicant 

claims. 

in the Office Action mailed 1 1/2/2006. the Examiner has argued that automatic 
navigation is interpreted to mean "arriving at the same prior result without outside 
interference." Applicant respectfully disagrees and again respectfully asserts that the 
excerpts relied on by the Examiner only relate to retrieval of the pre-stored bill of 
material, and not to execution of the transaction pauern, in the context claimed by 
applicant. In addition, Adam simply discloses ' providing the user the option of ordering 
the product on the bill of material" (see Abstract), but not how such ordering is executed. 
Thus. Adam simply does not meet applicant's specifically claimed technique "wherein 
the execution of the transaction pattern involves automatic navigation during the 
transaction," as claimed. 

\\ i lli respect to Claim 1 *> u ai the Examiner has taken Otfieiai Notice m 
j eiecung applicant s claimed technique "w herem the execution of the uansactton pattern 
includes reeogni/ing a state of a t emote application 

Speeificaih the I xaimnei has stared that it would ha\ e been ob\ lotts tot vine of 
Oidmais \ktli in the ait at the time the invention wis made to * allov\ the method of \dam 
to tleteimme and reeogm?e a vanets of common application states so that the appiopuate 
content can be pulled and ojuam/cd itom a vaneh ofsouiL.es ' and v [i jf the method of 
\dam did not peiform this step than onK some fotmats would be iccogtiued and 
important data mas not be iot warded on to the met " 

Applicant lespet-tfulh disagrees Id paiuculat, applicant respectful K asset is that 
\darn meieh discloses that it the use? indicates that the pro|ect is not new smei 12 
then iecei\es identification mfoimation fiom the usci and ietne\es 10 i a selected project 
iiom a databast' icsident on st'nt'i 12" { Pat agtaph 0028 emphasis added) Iritis the 
s\ stent of Adam would not need to l iee<>gni?[e] a »taie of a i emote application in the 
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manner as claimed by applicant, since Adam's selected project is retrieved from the 
database after receiving information from the user for a project that is not new. 

Applicant thus formally requests a specific showing of the subject matter in ALL 
of the chums m an\ iutiuc action 

In the Office Action mailed i I 2'200f\ the Fxammei has atgued that " Adams 
does evphcdk disclose i emote applications (see paiaiiiapii 0025) 1 \pphcant 
lespeUfulh disagrees that simph disclosing a "wotksiation 5 ! located at a remote 
location, as in \dam e\ en suggests 'recogm/m^ a state of a remote application 
(emphasis added), as applicant claims In addition applicant tcspcctfulK asserts that it 
vumid be useless to leeogm^e a state of the i emote woikstamm m Adam m view oi the 
put pose of Adam's tmention namc-k ro save and iccall lull of mates ia! mtbimauon 
stored uii a sei \ ei t sec Paiagiaph 002S) 

Again, applicant tespeetfuik asseiis that the Adam relet enee, when taken alone 
and m combination with the \iuold lelerence, fails to meet all of applicant s specific 
Uaun language as noted al^ne Thus, a notice of allowance oj specific prior an showing 
of each of die foiegomg claim elements in combination with the iemammg claimed 
KdiuiCs, is sespecrfulK tequested 

1 o this end all of the independent claims are deemed allowable Moreover, the 
iunammg dependent claims ate ftuther deemed allowable m view oi then dependence 
on such independent claims. 

hi the event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner may reach the undersigned at (408 ) 505-5 1 00 The 
Commissi on er is authorized to charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 50-135 i (Order No NV1DP37I) 
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P O Box 721120 

San Jose. CA 95 1 72- i. \ 20 

408-505-5100 



llespeetiuUv submitted 
7j]ka-koiab, PC 

/KEVSNZILKA/ 
Kevin J 7iiU 
Reuisti<3in>n \o 4K42' 1 
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